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RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT 

The Examiner argues the pulp product of Novak is a fluff material because at page 1, col. 
2, line 54 through page 2, col. 1, line 11, Novak discloses circulating pulp stock in a beater 
engine and beating it. The Examiner maintains that the process of beating a pulp stock equates 
to fluffing. However, as explained in the present Specification at page 14, lines 10-23, to fluff a 
wood fiber pulp, it must first be dried and then subjected to dry shredding in a Hammermill or 
other attrition mill. The Chatterjee reference, cited by the Examiner, describes the same 
procedure for making wood pulp fluff at column 6, lines 18-34. Claim 1 of Chatterjee use 
"pulp fluff as a term of art, in the same way as Applicants. In contrast, Novak describes 
introducing sheets of pulp into a Holland beater "with sufficient water to allow the stock to 
properly circulate." After the stock of Novak is separated, it is dumped into a stock chest and 
run off on a paper machine in the usual manner to make felt-like paper. See Novak, col. 2, line 
54 to col. 3, line 16. Accordingly, Novak clearly describes the manufacture of wet-laid paper, 
not fluff, which dry shredded. 

The Examiner apparently maintains that the limitation "fluffing the treated wood fiber 
pulp to form an absorbent sublayer material comprised of fluffed base-treated wood fiber pulp" 
in Claim 61 does not distinguish over Novak's wet-laid felt. As indicated above, this position is 
inconsistent with the meaning of the term "fluff in the instant specification and in the prior art 
of record. Indeed, the term "fluff pulp" is so well known to those skilled in the field of this 
invention, that it appears in the claims of 82 U.S. patents and specifications of 891 U.S. patents. 
For all of these reasons, the Examiner's reliance on Novak is believed to be without merit. 

The Examiner's reliance upon the combination of Pociluyko and Novak to arrive at the 
present invention is misplaced because neither Pociluyko nor Novak suggest that Novak's pulp 
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would be suitable for use in the claimed method to make absorbent composites. Further, even if 
Pociluyko did suggest the use of Novak's pulp product, the combination of Pociluyko nor 
Novak would yield an absorbent composite containing a wet-laid felt and not a fluffed wood 
fiber pulp, as required by the instant claims. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, it is submitted that the presently pending claims are 
allowable and the rejection of Claims 61 and 62 is improper and should be reversed. Allowance 
of Claims 61 and 62 is in order and such action is solicited. 

Dated: May 2, 2005 


KRAMER LEVIN 
NAFTALIS & FRANKEL LLP 
919 Third Avenue 
New York, NY 10022 
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William J. Spatz 
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Tel. (212) 715-9257 
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